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The White House staff has 
rather grown like Tovsy . It 
has grown in every adminis- 
tration. 

— President Nixon, Nov. 27 speech 
at Gamp' David. 

But with th* inauguration 
of Richard M. Nixon in 1969 
. . .the addition of staff quite 
suddenly and without appar- 
ent reason skyrocketed be- 
yond all previously known 
limits. 

— Rep. Morris BT. Udall. 

April 24 report. 

The White House staff 
and its surrounding bu- 
reaucracy has grown to an 
unprecedented size and 
scope during the first four 
years of the Nixon adminis- 
tration. 

In his reorganization mes- 
sage of 1970 the President 
used the word “mushroomed” 
to describe the expansion of 
the Executive Office of the 
President during the past 
three decades. That mush- 
rooming has proliferated ever 
since, with these results: 

Since Mr. Nixon took of- 
fice, the cost of operating 
the Executive Office of the 
President has risen from $31 
million to $71 million. The 



size of the Executive Office 
has more than doubled, to 
4,216 persons. The White 
House staff has increased 
from 250 to 510 persons plus 
an uncounted number of 
other persons detailed there 
from various agencies. 

It is the contrast between 
this growth and the Presi- 
dent’s announced plans for 
federal fiscal austerity that 
prompted Mr. Nixon's Camp 
David comment about 
Topsy-like growth. 

“I felt from the beginning 
that it was important that 
the White House establish 
the example for the govern- 
ment in terms of cutting 
down on personnel, doing a 
better job with fewer peo- 
ple,” the President said at 
Camp David. “Consequently, 
while there will be cuts in 
personnel across the govern- 
ment, throughout the de- 
partments, the biggest cuts 
will be made in the White 
House staff itself.” 

The staff cutback an- 
nouncements are scheduled 
within the next week to 10 
days, domestic affairs ad- 
viser John D. Ehrlichman 

See STAFF, A14, Col. 1 
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said Friday. He made the 
comment while answering 
questions about the Presi- 
dents new proposal to 
Streamline the executive de- 
partments, an action which 
Ehrlichman predicted would 
cut the payroll of the Execu- 
tive Office of the President 
in half by the end of the fis- 
cal year, June 30. 

Within the vast executive 
officte^— which includes 18 
separate groups ranging 
from the National Security 
Council to the Office of Eco- 
nomic Opportunity — the vi- 
tal core of the White House 
staff has grown steadily. 

That staff, which had 
been increasing in size ever 
since the Truman adminis- 
tration, declined slightly on 
paper in the final years of 
the Johnson administration 
—but only on paper. 

When President Nixon 
toook office, he found 250 
persons |p^mally; , ctp tt*e 
staff an$ 32fy , persons' more 
who were detailed from 
other agencies and carried 
on otheik payrolls or paid 
out of . sp ou*e : 

‘‘special^ojj^ts^fund. *•' 
Pres i TOjft^Nixoifep r op ose$t 
“in the 3$nte1ijj|st 6$. candw* 
and acc%ac^** de- 

tailed pmrbnnei as ' staff 
members and to pay their 
salaries out of White House 
funds. Though the White 
House staff in 1971 jumped 
to 548 from its 250 figure of 
the year before, Budget di- 
rector Robert Mayo said the 
figure actually was a de- 
crease of 28 in the number 
of persons working at the 
White House. 

“or the first time in 
many years this estimate 
combines into one appropri- 
ation the actual White 
House staff costs that tradi- 
tionally have been dispersed 
and obscured,” Mayo told a 
House appropriations subr 
committee in 1970. 

Congress responded en-^ 
thusiasticaily to this call for 
candor and gave the Presi- 
dent the $9.5 million he re- 
quested for the payroll. 



With the appropriation went 
'the understanding that the 
staff count would hence- 
forth be an accurate one. 

The Nixon administration 
subsequently requested ap- 
propriations for a White 
House staff ^of 540 in the 
1972 fiscal £ear budget and 
a staff of 510 in the 1973 fis- 
cal year ending June 30. 

“In 1972 we have no de- 
tails from other agencies 
not shown in the 540 and we 
do not have any details 
shown from other agencies 
outside of the 510 we re- 
quested for 1973.” budget di- 
rector Casj)a£-W^ Weinber- 
ger testified before^-t^e 
same House appropriations 
subcommittee in May, 1972. 

Though Mayo and Wein- 
berger apparently were una- 
ware of it, the information 
supplied to them about the 
White House’s new policy of 
“accurate counting” came 
from a person who was him- 
self a detailee not included 
in the White House staff 
totals. 

He was Noble Melencamp, 
chief executive clerk at the 
jfte House, who was then 
is now on detail from 
the*State Department. 

Nor was Melencamp an 
isolated case. 

The foreign service list 
published by the State De- 
partment at approximately 
the time Winberger was tes- 
tifying showed eight persons 
detailed to the White House. 
The latest such list, for Oc- 
tober, 1972, shows nine such 
detailees. 

Though Melencamp will 
not discuss these discrepan- 
cies publicly — “White House 
policy requires me to refer 
these calls to the press of- 
fice,” he told a reporter— he 
admitted the presence of 
three of the State Depart- 
ment detailees in a reply to 
questions submitted by the 
General Accounting Office, 
the investigative arm of 
Congress. 

There is every indication 
that the- State Department 
detailees are enly the tip of 
the iceberg. ~ V. 




^ JOHN EHRLICHMAN 

v . . . predicts payroll cut 

Other departments are 
less candid than the State 
Department about the exist- 
ence of their detailees. But 
an examination of available 
records and a spot check of 
various White House offices 
shows at least 80 employees 
who do not appear on the 
White House payroll records 
and are not members of ei- 
ther the National Security 
Council Staff or the Domes- 
tic Council staff. The latter 
two groups, while headquar- 
tered in the White House, 
are part of the Executive 
Office of the President 
rather than the White 
House staff. 

A Civil service Commis- 
sion report published in No- 
vember found that in August 
the White House staff in- 
cluded 606 employees com- 
pared to 311 in June of 1970. 
This figure includes some 
part-time employees not in 
the 510 figure, but it in- 
cludes none of the detailees. 

In contrast to the “candor 
and accuracy” d e claration 
made in 1970 when Mayo 
was talking about detailees 
in the Johnson administra- 
the White House now refuses 
to identify the number of 
persons who serve oo^the 
staff but whose naipes do 
not appear on White House 
payrolls. 



ROBERT P. MAYO 
. . claims accurate costs 



“We don’t have atty fig- 
ures available,” deputy reas 
secretary Gerald . wi wen 
said Friday. He declined to 
give a reason as to wh; the 
figure would not be made 
public. 

In the recent past, Con-’^ 
gress has usually declined tor 
press the President for any- v 
accurate compilation o f£% 
White House staff. o* 

“It’s insignificant from/ 
what payroll a staff member 
is paid,” says Aubrey A. 1 
Gunnels, the ranking staff 
member of the House Treas- 
ury, Post Office and Gen- 
eral Government Appropria- 
tions Subcommittee before 
which Mayo and Weinberger 
testified. 

“We would give the Presi- 
dent the tools he needs to * 
do his job just as we wouldn’t 
expect him to tell the Con- 
gress how many people we 
need. It’s called the rule of 
comity.” 

This rule has not been i 
without its benefits for the 
chairman of the appropria- , 
tions subcommittee, Rep. / 
Tom Steed (D-Okla.). / 

A Republican supporter of 
'Jay Wilkinson, the son d£ 
former Oklahoma footbgll 
coach Bud Wilkinson, ^re- 
calls that the White Htfuse 
showed “considerable reluc- 
tance” to involve itself in 
the 1970 congressional elec- 
Wil- 



tion when the you 
kjnsdh was t£e Re 
x ifiominee opposing? Steed. 
The election ended izji a run- 
away victory for Stefcd;~MioV 
won with 65 per cetft of the , 
vote. . / 

This same RepubfieSanJ^-^ 
lieves that any FTes«tefrt r df,- 
either party behaves prettf 
much the jsame.. ; $$£ 

“T£ere is sort of an ,ai^ 
i pr$ of protection,” thi^fte- 
^publican says. “No matter 
who the President is, ‘ the 
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CASPAR WEINBERGER 
- v . says; detailees listed 
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committee treats him pretty 
much with kid gloves and no 
President is anxious to 
change that,’* 

* Other congressmen have 
been less reluctant to criti- 
ek* the growth of the White 
House staff. 

‘ A report by the House 
Post Office and Civil Serv- 
ice Committee prepared un- 
der the direction of Rep. 
Morris K. Udall (D-Ariz.) 
contrasted Mr. Nixon’s re- 
organization pledge “to re- 
duce duplication, to monitor 
performance and to promote 
greater efficiency through- 
out the executive branch” 
with the staff growth and 
with what Udall called “new 
layers of bureaucracy” In 
l&b executive office. 

"The personal staff of 
-Richard, Nixon, with its 
overwhelming size, shadowy 
functions and obvious influ- 
ence has undermined the 
traditional decision-making; 
rules and inter-relationship 
df the other branches of our 
' government,” Udall charged 
“Not only has this affected 
the powers of Congress, but 
it has unquestionably 
eroded the responsibilities 
of the Cabinet and the sta- 
blilizing controls of the 
Civil Service/* 

In a letter yesterday tq 
Steed and Sen. Joseph Mon- 
toya (D-N-.M), two other 
Democratic congressmen^— 
Rep. Phillip Burton of Cali- 
fornia and Rep. Les Aspin 
of Wisconsin — accused the 
.White House of using its al- 
located funds for unauthbr- 
J^^urpdses. ' - 

Burton and Aspin for- 
warded numerous examples 
of discrepancies between/' 
White .House actions and the 
testimony of Mayo and 
Winberger before congres- 
sional. committees. The ma- 




REP. MORRIS K. UDALL 
.... attacks staff size 



terial was prepared by Gary 
Sellers, a Burton employee 
who once worked four years 
for the Budget Bureau. 

The criticisms for the 
most part have been dis- 
missed by the White House. 

Ehrlichman referred to 
Udall’s report as a “political 
handbill” and said that the 
Nixon administration, unlike 
its immediate predecessor, 



was practicing “truth in ad- 
vertising.” 

In the opinion of one 
White House source with a 
wide knowledge of the 
budget process it is ;the re- 
peated claims of fcandor 
and accuracy” and ‘Truth in 
advertising” that nJakei it 
difficult for the administra- 
tion to give a MI staff 
count. 

“It isn’t that we nave so 
many detailees,” says this 
source. “It’s simply jfhat we 
made a claim befofe Con- 
gress that we wereiyt going 
to follow the practice of hid- 
ing people anymore and 
now we’ve got to seem purer 
than Caesar’s wife. We 
should have admitted that 
we need some detailed per- 
sonnel.” 

Matthew Coffey, a person- 
nel recruiter during the 
Johnson administration who 
now works for the Corpora- 
tion for Public Broadcast- 
ing, holds a similar view. 
Coffey, who worked four 
years in the White House 
while on the Civil Service 
Commission payroll, be- 
lieves that ’Presidents al- 
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ways will use detailees be- 
cause of the necessity of hid- 
ing specialists in a hurr£ ^ 

“You don’t eliminate dpj 
tailing to cure the problehl 
of not admitting having peci 
Pie on the sfcaff,” Coffey 
say*: j*_ . 7 J 

Even iftall. the detS 
persons were? counted 
would be almost impo^ 
i to. obtain a fully acc$M$€ 
picture, of the numbed of 
people working. at the 
House.. | ■ Jf* : 

£ /The staff fig 
without detar 
dhsfde ahy of i 
Service agen 
members of the Exe 
Protective Service, th 
counted numbers. bf ] 
personnel detailed 
White House mess 
the medical care 
President and his 
score of Army 
who chauffeur Mr. 
principal assistants, 
chivists wfro are 
files for the/ Nixon /A 
and various garden 
tailed by the Nation 
Service for the Whii 
grounds. 





